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Introduction
Historically, the colonial and apartheid governments of South Africa systematically dispossessed black people of most of their land such that by the time the so-called homelands were consolidated during the 1970s and 80s, the majority of the population occupied just 13 per cent of the country by area (Cousins 2010).  The Department of Land Affairs (DLA) estimates that some 16.5 million people, or about 30 per cent of the total population, still reside in these under-developed areas (Claassens 2008).  Moreover, the state continues to be the de jure owner of land in these areas, although in practice the majority of it is held and managed by local people on a communal basis (Classens 2008).  Against this political backdrop, land is, unsurprisingly, a highly sensitive issue in South Africa and its ownership and access has been a continuing source of conflict in these communal areas (Ntsebeza and Hall 2007, Cousins and Claassens 2008).  This has manifested itself in a variety of ways ranging from localised occupations of state-owned and private farms (Mokgope 2000) to the contested legitimacy of traditional leaders as custodians of land in communal areas (e.g. Ntsebeza 2005, Oomen 2005).  
The importance of land to people in these communal areas stems from the security (both as an economic and physical asset) and the livelihood potential it offers.  Although, subsistence agriculture now forms a relatively low proportion of overall income for many households in communal areas (Lahiff 2003, Hebinck and Van Averbeke 2007), it still provides an important livelihood stream, which can be drawn upon when required.  This is particularly true of livestock production, which takes place on rangelands that are communally held and thereby available to all community members.  Livestock grazed on these communal rangelands provide a form of ‘living’ investment that can be mobilised as cash at relatively short notice if required (Ainslie 2002), and also provide a significant return on investment if all the direct and indirect benefits are considered (Shackleton et al. 2005).  Ownership of livestock thus provides an important form of livelihood security, which helps to buffer reductions in other income streams.   
The post-apartheid government’s attempts at resolving the land and rural livelihoods question have, since 1994, been conducted as part of the Land Reform Programme (LRP) and subsequent developments thereof, which have focused on land restitution, land redistribution and tenure reform (Lahiff 2008).  The long-standing government target for land transfer to black ownership (or occupancy) under all aspects of the LRP is 24.9 million hectares by 2014.  Although the rate of transfer is now accelerating, overall progress since 1994 has been very slow, with only 4,196,000 ha of land transferred by March 2007 (DLA 2007).  This represents just 5 per cent of the target amount.  Moreover, most of these transfers have tended to be on a group basis, often involving hundreds of households as beneficiaries.  This has brought considerable challenges in internal group organisation, production and the distribution of resultant benefits and thus limited success in developing smallholder farmers (Lahiff 2008).  As a result of these failings, new policy in the form of the Land and Agrarian Reform Project (LARP) has shifted emphasis to projects in rural areas with an explicit sustainable agriculture remit and which focus on supporting emerging communal farmers (DLA 2008).  
In communal areas the lack of adequate tenure reform has also been highlighted as a key shortcoming in securing land rights, reducing conflict and promoting agrarian development (Lahiff 2008, Cousins 2010).  Aligned with this has been a lack of progress in reforming and rebuilding the institutions responsible for land access and management.  Early attempts at such reform included the Communal Property Association (CPA) Act (1996), which enabled local communities in communal areas to create accountable common property institutions (CPIs) to strengthen property rights and facilitate local resource management.  However, where CPIs have been formed they have frequently failed either to adequately uphold their constitutional obligations (Cousins and Hornby 2002) or to manage resources effectively on a collective basis (Bennett et al. 2010).  An additional problem has been a lack of external support for CPIs, which no longer appear to be on the political agenda (Lahiff 2008).  Rather, there has been a fundamental shift in political emphasis, most clearly embodied in the Communal Land Rights Act (CLARA) of 2004, which provides far more opportunity for traditional leaders to have power over land access and control.  Given the often strongly contested legitimacy of chiefs and headmen under apartheid, the Act has generated substantial controversy and has been heavily opposed by many civil society groups (Cousins and Claassens 2008).  
In exploring this environment of continuing uncertainty over land ownership, access and collective management in communal areas, this chapter draws on two case studies from the former Ciskei homeland of Eastern Cape Province and uses these to highlight cross-cutting issues in the success and failure of current policy aimed at land reform and the concomitant improvement of rural livelihoods in South Africa.
The case studies
The two case studies that form the core of this analysis have parallel beginnings. Both were former commercial farms that were handed over to black communal farmers during the process of the geographic consolidation of the former Ciskei homeland in the late 1970s and early 1980s.  As such their development, both pre and post-apartheid, has lessons for current efforts at land reform, particularly tenure reform and the development of effective local institutions for facilitating agricultural development.  The two cases are also linked by the involvement of the National Wool Growers’ Association (NWGA) at both sites in an attempt to improve wool production, and the relative success of these interventions forms a cross-cutting theme in the analysis.  
In documenting the struggles over land and recent attempts to develop collectively-managed, small-holder agriculture, the work draws heavily on the analysis of rangeland management provided by Bennett et al (2010), supplemented by original field notes.  
Insert Figure 1 here.
Allanwater
The village of Allanwater (Diphala in the local Xhosa language) is situated in Lukhanji Local Municipality, about 15 km south-west of the township of Sada, in the northern part of what was the Ciskei homeland (Figure 1).   
Background and historical development
The core of the current settlement is a former commercial farm of 900 ha which, during the consolidation of Ciskei in the 1970s, was purchased by the government for livestock improvement.  However, in 1976 it was occupied by a small group of landless Xhosa migrants and was eventually formalised as a settlement by incorporating it into the local Tribal Authority and appointing a headman and ranger from within the village.  The headman presided over a committee of ten people, whose job it was to control all aspects of land access and management at the local level (e.g. allocation of residential and arable plots and the opening and closing of arable lands as an additional grazing reserve for livestock during the dry season).  The headman, in conjunction with the committee, was able to allocate land under Permission to Occupy (PTO)​[1]​, which provided basic security of tenure for land holders.    
As a result of this decentralised authority, it is clear even at this stage that the settlement enjoyed a considerable degree of autonomy.  For example, it seems that the community decided which grazing camps​[2]​ were to be rested and grazed in a given season, rather than the District Agricultural Office.  The job of the ranger was to enforce these grazing management decisions by ensuring that livestock did not stray onto the camps that were being rested and to check that the fencing was in sufficiently good condition to facilitate this.  Another key role of the ranger was to enforce fenced boundaries with neighbouring settlements.  This was important to the community as maintenance of forage (the plant material available to animals), both through limiting access by outsiders and resting of the rangeland, was a critical part of ensuring livestock productivity.  
With relatively large amounts of land and a small population, agricultural productivity during the apartheid period appears to have been strong.  Not only was plenty of rangeland available for grazing but a large amount of arable land was also available for cultivation.  Indeed, key informants related that arable land was so abundant initially, that individuals could have access to four or five plots each if they had the ability to cultivate them.  The importance of livestock to the local community is underlined by the fact that many livestock owners also grew oats and barley as forage for their animals during the dry season (indeed this still continues).  This was also supplemented by the grazing of crop residues by livestock once the food crops had been harvested.
Post apartheid institutional change   
During the early 1990s, the Ciskei homeland effectively collapsed and traditional leaders were overthrown or, at the very least, marginalised as the institutions of political control in rural areas.  With political tensions high, landless people in settlements close to Allanwater took the opportunity to occupy adjacent farms and state land, and radicalised youths destroyed fences and other infrastructure associated with the former apartheid system.  These were potentially fraught times for a relatively resource-rich community such as Allanwater.  However, the community was able to maintain its integrity and reorganised itself politically in line with the new environment.  As such the former Headman and his committee were replaced by a democratically elected Residents’ Association (RA), which continues to operate.  The RA is constituted by all the adults residing at the village and has a committee of six democratically individuals, headed by a chairperson, which administers local issues on behalf of the community.  Its main roles include the allocation of residential land and arable plots to those that request them and the general maintenance of law and order.  In this respect it is largely inward facing and appears to have taken over many of the roles of the former Headman and his committee.  However, it no longer has the power to issue formal title to land as the Headman did.  It also appears to have a limited role in encouraging externally-driven development and all agricultural development to date has been facilitated by a parallel institution called Vukani Farmers’ Association (VFA).  
VFA is a legally constituted Communal Property Association (CPA) established in the late 1990s and, like the RA, aims to represent the entire community and encourages every adult to be a member.  VFA is run by a committee of six elected members and is effectively an umbrella institution that deals with all aspects of agricultural production at the village.  As such it encompasses specialised, local producer groups such as the Wool Growers’ Association (WGA).  VFA is also responsible for all aspects of local agricultural management, including the resting of grazing camps, the maintenance of fencing and the communal dipping of livestock to control external parasites such as ticks.  Maintenance of fencing is particularly important, as this not only facilitates grazing management within the community but clearly defines the external boundaries with neighbouring settlements and thereby the extent of local grazing rights.  Members of VFA are active in enforcing these boundaries and will expel livestock from outside that gain access.  In this respect VFA has taken on the roles of the former ranger, and, in the absence of a formal system of land rights, plays a crucial role in embedding access to and control over natural resource management within the community.  
Also of key importance is the external facilitation role that VFA plays.  It has strong contacts with both the local and provincial departments of agriculture and has been instrumental in bringing agricultural development to Allanwater.  In particular, WGA is very strong at the village and through VFA they have linked in with the National Wool Growers’ Association (NWGA) to facilitate a large project aimed at improving wool production.  This has involved the subdivision of existing camps to create discrete breeding camps for sheep and the provision of stud rams to help improve the quality of the wool.  NWGA have also provided facilities for the shearing, sorting and baling of the wool and have organised transport to take this to market.                           
Current agricultural productivity and agrarian based livelihoods
Almost every household at Allanwater engages with either crop or livestock production and the majority are involved with both (King 2002).  All plots of arable land are taken and most are cropped every season.  Likewise, around 80 per cent of households at Allanwater own some form of livestock and mean holdings per household at the village in 2002 were 16 cattle, 55 sheep and 18 goats (King 2002), which is considerably more than the regional average in communal areas (Van Averbeke and Bennett 2007).  Despite these large holdings, the productivity of the rangeland remains good with rangeland condition considerably exceeding that of neighbouring communal settlements (Bennett et al. unpublished data).  This translates into excellent animal productivity, particularly for sheep.  Figures from NWGA for wool production at Allanwater show a total yield of 9,432 kg in 2006 (NWGA, unpublished data) or a mean yield per animal of 4 kg.  This is comparable to commercial systems in the region and much higher than the 2.3 kg/animal recorded in the communal area of Herschel by Vetter (2003).                     
This widespread engagement with agriculture provides an important livelihood stream for the community.  For most this is supplementary but some 16 per cent of households at Allanwater are able to make a full-time living out of livestock farming (King 2002).  Sheep farming seems to be a critical part of this.  Indeed, the total net income from wool sales in 2006 was 226,279 Rand (NWGA, unpublished data), which averaged across the 43 sheep owners at the village, gives a mean income per owner of 5,262 Rand.  The importance of this cannot be underestimated.  Data from the last official household census of 2001 show that mean household income was just 3,473 Rand/annum and that more than 50 per cent of households had no formal cash income whatsoever (Statistics South Africa 2001).   
That agriculture is able to make such an important and continuing contribution to the livelihoods of local people is, at least in part, a result of the efforts of VFA.  The formation of this as a CPA, which embraces all members of the community and has an exclusively agricultural remit, has helped to maintain a strong sense of collective ownership of natural resources and a general willingness to engage with agriculture within the village.  Whilst this ethos seems to have been a key feature of the Allanwater community since its foundation, VFA was able to galvanise people around this sense of identity at a critical point in the 1990s, when the village was emerging from the institutional vacuum left by the collapse of the Ciskei.  Subsequently, VFA has not only continued to manage land-based resources on a communal basis but, in its key outward-facing role, has also facilitated external engagement with national programmes such as NWGA, which has brought livelihood benefits to a wide cross-section of the village. 

Lushington
Lushington (Cangca in Xhosa) is located in Nkonkobe Local Municipality, about 12 km South East of the small town of Seymour (Figure 1).  It consists of several former commercial farms, which previously practised mixed agriculture on a relatively small scale.  
Background and historical development
The origins of the current village can be traced back to the late 1970s, when the newly established Ciskei government began to buy up commercial farms in order to consolidate the boundaries of the Ciskei homeland.  From this mosaic of released farms three informal settlements emerged, which collectively constitute Lushington.  These are Khayelitsha, Elukhanyweni (or simply Eluk) and Elundini.   Of these Khayelitsha and Eluk were the first to take root, as former Xhosa farm workers and their families established homesteads on the vacated farms.  The origins of Elundini are quite different, with most inhabitants having been forcibly removed from the nearby Tyume Valley area in 1983, to facilitate the building of a dam.  As such its residents do not share any common ethnic or social ties with the two original settlements.  During the mid-1980s, all three settlements were formally surveyed by the Department of Agriculture (DoA), which approved the allocation of residential and arable land.  
As the village was formalised in the early 1980s, it was incorporated into the AmaGwali Tribal Authority under Chief Burns Ncamashe and a headman was appointed.  He was responsible to the chief and his role was both as intermediary for the articulation of the needs of the village to the Tribal Authority and in settling local disputes such as stock theft.  He was supported by a committee who also had a key role in allocating the surveyed areas of residential and arable land, although without formal title.  Nevertheless, people still felt that their land rights were secure, as the allocations were made by the committee under the mandate of the government.  Arable land was plentiful and cultivation within fenced plots inherited from the former commercial farm was widespread within the village. This was made possible by the farmer support programmes of the Ciskei government, which provided subsidised tractors and other inputs.  However, there appears to have been little attempt at centralised control over management of livestock grazing on rangeland despite the inheritance of fenced camps from the commercial farms.  Rather, with relatively few livestock at the village, owners simply made unilateral decisions about the management of their animals.  Although a ranger was appointed within the village his role appears to have been to check the state of the fences and assess the quality of forage on the camps, rather than control where livestock grazed.  The gradual degeneration of the camp fencing during the 1980s, further entrenched this laissez-faire approach to grazing management and little attempt seems to have been made by the community to effect any form of repairs. 
Post-apartheid changes in institutions, land management and agriculture       
The effective collapse of the Ciskei as an independent state, in 1990, resulted in widespread rioting in the area by politically-motivated youths.  Buildings were burnt and the remaining camp fences were cut.  This civil unrest continued into 1991, culminating in the Headman stepping down from office.  During this time of conflict a further breakaway settlement, Ekuphumuleni, was established by disaffected community members on land designated by DoA as arable.  This was strongly contested at the time and still causes resentment amongst people from Eluk and Khayelitsha, who see this as an inappropriate use of cultivable land.  Nevertheless, the Residents’ Association (RA) that was formed in the wake of the political transition of the village is now forced to recognise this as a legitimate settlement.  
The current political structure at the village involves a separate committee at each of the four settlements led by an elected chairperson.  The RA acts as an umbrella structure for the entire village and is managed by a committee of 12 people, including the four chairpersons from the settlements.  It is ostensibly a platform for strategic decision making across Lushington and for the resolution of issues, which cannot be dealt with at each individual settlement.  However, in reality it appears to have little power at the local level and, in practice, day-to-day issues such as land allocation and the maintenance of law and order are dealt with by respective local committees.  The RA, like the apartheid system before it, also makes no attempt to control grazing management across the village.  Indeed, in the absence of most of the perimeter and camp fencing at the village, internal grazing management decisions are now effectively impossible. Not only do livestock from within the village graze on a completely free-ranging basis but stock from neighbouring settlements also gain access to Lushington’s grazing camps, such that rangeland is now effectively an ‘open-access’ resource.  Thus the community is unable to assert collective rights over the natural resources it should officially ‘own’.  This not only has implications for the productivity of the rangeland but also makes animals vulnerable to theft or attack by wild animals, if they are left to free-range.  In such an environment, only individual decisions over agricultural production are possible and most of these take place at the level of fenced arable plots, inherited from the previous commercial farm.  Indeed, fencing is an important determinant of the ability to engage in crop production, as without it crops will frequently be damaged by livestock.  Moreover, it also gives field owners the ability to reserve the resultant crop residues exclusively for their own livestock.  Given the competition for grazing on the natural rangeland, these provide a vital forage reserve for livestock during the dry season and individual rights to them are actively enforced, such that any livestock that stray into them will be quickly removed or even impounded.    
Although it has little role in coordinating local land management, the RA at Lushington has been effective in facilitating externally-driven agricultural development.  As at Allanwater, the NWGA has been active at the village since the late 1990s.  This has resulted in the construction of a shearing shed in 1998 and the introduction of improved rams for breeding.  A related project instigated by Eastern Cape Department of Agriculture (ECDA) has recently led to the re-fencing of two small camps to demonstrate the value of resting the range in improving animal production.  However, this has had mixed results to date as enforcing this resting at the village level has proved very difficult and the new camp fences have been cut (ECDA 2009).  Also of key importance has been a link established with the Massive Food Programme, a government initiative that has been actively supporting crop production at the village since 2003.  By providing tractors and necessary field inputs, it has substantially increased people’s ability to engage with crop production, following a decline during the 1990s after the Ciskeian farmer support schemes were removed.
Agricultural production and agrarian livelihoods
Current levels of agricultural production and their resultant livelihood impacts are difficult to assess quantitatively due to a paucity of data.  Certainly, no figures for crop yields are available either currently or historically to gauge the impact of Massive Food’s intervention since 2003.  It is, however, clear from key informant reports that the number of households managing to engage with crop production has increased as a result of this support compared with the post conflict decline suffered during the 1990s.  For livestock, the most recent figures for holdings at Lushington show a total of 1360 cattle, 1324 sheep and 646 goats (ECDA 2002).  Total wool production in 2006 was 3,395 kg (NWGA unpublished data) giving a mean yield per animal of 2.6 kg, which is fairly typical of output from communal areas but low overall.  This low level of wool production (typical commercial outputs in the region are 4.5 kg/animal) is likely to reflect the relatively degraded state of the rangeland at Lushington.  Recent range condition assessments by ECDA suggest an increasing amount of unpalatable grasses, herbaceous species and dwarf shrubs in the sward leading to reduced carrying capacity (ECDA 2009).  

Overall findings and lessons from the case studies
The two case study villages examined here have much in common, both being early examples of land transfers on a group basis and having a shared history in terms of the turbulent political environments that have faced them, pre and post-apartheid.  However, they offer an interesting contrast in the way each community has been able to respond to these changes by adapting their approaches to agricultural production, in the post-apartheid era.  Two particular themes emerge in this respect and are analysed below. 
Security of Land rights
One key issue is the security of rights residents are able to exercise over different land resources at each village.  Land rights at both villages are now ostensibly informal with access to residential and arable plots and communal rangeland being granted by local institutions but without provision of formal title.  However, this lack of formal title to land does not seem to weaken land rights, providing local institutions at each community are able to guarantee secure access and control over land,.  Thus, at both Allanwater and Lushington, the respective RAs act to ensure that households have access to individual plots of arable land and have secure rights of production on these.  Consequently, people at both villages have locally secure land rights, which acts to incentivise their engagement with crop production.  
In contrast, security of rights over communally-held land resources such as rangeland differs markedly between the two communities.  At Lushington, the RA is unable to guarantee secure, collective grazing rights for livestock owners.  Rather, in the free-for-all environment that has emerged in the, post-apartheid era, livestock are forced to compete for the same resources with animals from neighbouring communities on an ad hoc basis and also risk possible theft if they wander too far.  In this classic tragedy of the commons scenario, livestock owners thus have access to the resource but no secure grazing rights (Bromley 1989).  The situation at Allanwater is quite different.  Here responsibility for all aspects of agriculture rests with VFA.  As an autonomous CPA, with membership constituted from almost all households within the village, VFA is mandated to take collective management decisions on behalf of the community, which are respected and largely upheld by the residents.  It also has a crucial role in enforcing resource boundaries with neighbouring communities.  Thus, members of VFA have secure rights to grazing as part of a well defined user group, which has clear resource boundaries and a common set of rules for resource use; all of which are established pre-requisites for an effective common property regime (Bromley 1989).  
Thus, it is apparent from these examples that land rights can be secure even in the absence of formal title.  However, under these circumstances the extent of this security depends almost entirely on the ability of local institutions to enforce rights of access and control over land at either an individual or community level.  
Engagement with sustainable agriculture
Another important feature of the development of each village in the post-apartheid environment has been their ability to promote sustainable agriculture as a rural livelihood stream.  As part of this, both villages have been able to engage with externally driven agricultural programmes.  A case in point has been the involvement of Massive Food at Lushington, which has increased the ability of local households to undertake arable agriculture.  Nevertheless, whilst this has undoubtedly provided an important additional livelihood stream for many households in the short term, its viability in the longer term remains questionable.  The equipment and input costs are heavily subsidised by the programme and it is unlikely that current crop production levels would continue without this.  Thus, there is the inherent danger of a collapse in production, as occurred following the demise of the farmer support programmes in the former Ciskei, should these subsidies be reduced or removed.  Interestingly, arable agriculture at Allanwater receives no such support but crop production is, arguably, even more widespread as almost every household has access to at least one field and most are cultivated every year.  They are able to do this because they have maintained an independent ability to farm, making use of animal traction and local inputs and, in this sense, arable agriculture at Allanwater is sustainable.  
The other contrast between the villages has been in their ability to respond to recent initiatives aimed at improving livestock production from rangeland.  Since the late 1990s, both communities have been involved with projects, instigated through NWGA and ECDA, to try and improve wool production.  At Lushington, despite the construction of local infrastructure and the provision of improved breeds of rams, these efforts have had limited impact due mainly to the inability to improve the quality and quantity of available forage.  This has proved impossible in an environment where the community is not only unable to control where its own stock graze, but also cannot exclude animals from neighbouring settlements.  There has also been a lack of collective support from the community for some projects, such that attempts by ECDA to rest areas of range by re-introducing fenced camps have been persistently compromised by incidences of fence cutting.  Forage remains poor and the rangeland shows clear signs of localised and continuing degradation, which brings into question the sustainability of livestock farming as whole at the village in the longer term.  In contrast, wool production at Allanwater has been improved by the intervention of NGWA and is providing a significant source of income for sheep owners.  This is primarily due to VFA’s ability to manage grazing resources to ensure a continuous supply of natural forage, augmented by the willingness and ability of owners to grow forage crops for animals during the dry season.  Providing resources continue to be judiciously managed and livestock numbers do not outgrow the available grazing, it is likely that this will continue to be a sustainable and productive enterprise for the foreseeable future.  
These case studies demonstrate that in communal areas secure land rights are an important pre-requisite for agriculture to occur successfully and underline the critical importance of effective local institutions, particularly CPIs, both in securing these rights for local people, particularly to commons resources, and in brokering external support from government projects.  However,  an important point that also emerges from this is that the existence of such institutions is very much dependent on the social and political environment that pertains at the local level.  Where communities are fragmented through ethnic and political divisions, as is the case at Lushington, such institutions are highly unlikely to emerge, or to be sustainable in cases where they do.  Rather, production is likely to devolve to an individual level because of a lack of collective identity.  Only where there is a supportive environment, which can foster a shared desire to engage with agriculture on a community basis, as exemplified by Allanwater, are institutions such as CPIs viable and capable of providing the secure land rights necessary to support collective agriculture.        
Conclusions 
These findings have important implications for current land reform efforts in South Africa.  Firstly, the fact that local land rights can be secure without formal title, as long as they are guaranteed by local civil society institutions, suggests that the current political approach to land reform may be misguided.  Recent attempts to formalise land rights in communal areas through legislation such as the Communal Land Rights Act (CLARA), have advocated formal land survey with issue of title.  This may be unnecessarily expensive and unwieldy.  In areas such as the former Ciskei, simply formalising existing arrangements may suffice, particularly in securing rights to arable plots.  Securing community rights over communal grazing resources may be less straightforward, but where strong CPIs are in place it is clear that this is still possible on a civil society basis. 
This suggests that the government’s abandonment of support for Communal Property Associations (CPA) on the basis of their general failure to demonstrate livelihood improvements may be premature.  Lessons must be learned from failed pre- and post-apartheid land transfers to encourage a more rigorous case by case evaluation of where the CPA approach might be appropriate and where social and political divisions within communities may constrain this.  Given adequate legislative and community level support, the evidence suggests that such institutions can be viable and, at the very least, should continue to be supported where they are already producing livelihood benefits.  Importantly, CPAs also offer a more democratic alternative to traditional institutions such as chiefs and headmen, the revival of which has featured prominently in recent attempts at land reform such as CLARA.  
Finally, the findings also offer hope for the current LARP approach to land reform adopted by the South African government.  By working to actively support communities such as Allanwater, which have demonstrated a willingness and ability to embrace the agricultural opportunities presented to them, it may be possible develop a class of commercially-oriented farmers in communal areas.  Recent efforts by NWGA to assist communal sheep farmers in Eastern Cape Province show that government-driven agricultural interventions can be successful, given adequate support to appropriate communities.  However, it is important that the government recognises that this success depends on identifying those communities where there is a collective willingness to engage with such initiatives and where appropriate institutions for collective natural resource management either already exist, or can be readily developed.  Without effective CPIs, which command widespread community support, such interventions will fail or provide livelihood benefits to only a few.  Identifying and promulgating examples of best practice in CPI organisation and development will therefore be imperative if efforts by organisations such as NWGA are to find wider success.     
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^1	  PTO was a relatively weak form of land tenure that predominated in communal areas under apartheid, and gave individual rights to a residential and an arable plot as well as access to rangeland on a communal basis.  Its weakness lay in the fact that individual land rights could be revoked by a traditional leader if ‘improper’ use was being made of residential sites or inadequate use of arable land (De Wet 1987). 
^2	  Camps are sections of rangeland separated by fencing, which in the case of Allanwater had been established when it was a commercial farm.  
